Can we really learn anything new from the past? Is it possible to find something original and even useful in an old, forgotten, dusty text? One common assumption of our own times is that novelty and usefulness are the preserve of 'science', to be judged finally by the standard of a technological progress that supersedes everything older than yesterday evening. Yet this is plainly false; for first, there is no such entity as 'science', but many different sciences with different methods, some of them reductive and pragmatic in order to get results, but others more descriptive, non-exclusionary and open-ended, in principle; and, second, 'science' has a habit of discovering its future in the past: Darwin discovered that the new could startlingly be found in a different way of looking at the past. Astrophysics and astronomy help us to see what is really happening in the present by taking us billions of years into the past. Moreover, in order to discover that 96% of the matter and energy in the universe remains a total mystery to us we have had to devise the means of looking intelligently into the pre-human history of our universe. So the past is a part of the present, in some ways, and a reservoir of possibilities for the future; and even if we cannot remember much about the day before yesterday, our fragile ability to record, and then to retrieve in a new way, something of our own history remembered or written thousands of years ago may be crucial to help us overcome uncritical, exclusionary models of science and thought that may even come to threaten our survival. 
Robinson and Laura Westra in 1997 (The Greeks and the Environment) and 2002 (Thinking about the Environment).
1 Perhaps we need a new model of science, one that is radically open not only to a variety of scientific methods as well as to all the arts and developing forms of thought (even including theology) but also to a universe of which we are certainly not the most important parts but to which nonetheless we bear some sort of responsibility by virtue -among many other features -of our capacity to make this universe a lot worse than we found it. Thoughtless destructiveness has forced us to an ecology, that is, to an awareness of fragile balances in us and nature, and to the need for a moral awareness almost totally eclipsed by the rise of modern ways of thought. Where then can we find this? I want to suggest one source (among many other possibilities): our own early human history when such balances and respect for natural processes were a more integral part of the development of 'scientific' thinking in the Western world, namely, Neoplatonism as part of the legacy of the whole of antiquity (including the Presocratics).
2 But I do not mean, of course, to return to the ancient world (even if we could), for that world intellectually and materially was far different from our own -on the one hand, infinitely less endangered as a whole and, on the other, utterly devoid of some of the real benefits of technology, science, law, civilization. The ancients were aware of the problem of pollution, as is attested by an inscription on a stone tablet from about 430 BC forbidding poisoning of the river Ilissos at Athens from leather tanning (as also by prescriptions for clean water to be found in Plato, Aristotle, and elsewhere), 3 but they were not threatened by the vastly more complex problems posed by population increases, depletion of resources, global industrialization and technology. At the same time, however, the emergence of ecology as a genuine biological science in the modern world has forced us to re-think our own history, not least because of the realization that our own inherited thought-patterns may themselves be environmental pollutants; even our science, so dearly wrestled out of the obscurities and religious mists of the past, may hide the seeds of our own destruction. Despite its spectacular successes, some of the major results of scientific thinking have been (i) to eliminate any notion of inherent value in nature or natural things in favour of quantification, (ii) to replace observation of things in nature for their own sakes by controlled experiment for our own sakes, and (iii) to make scientific investigation essentially value-free by excluding any religious, metaphysical, moral or political perspectives, but in reality leaving such investigation open to hidden exploitation by determined and organized interest groups, corporate, private or governmental.
